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DETAILED A CTION 



1 . This action is responsive to the following communications: Amendment filed 02/23/2005 
to the original application filed 01/20/1999. 

2. Claims 2-6, 8-9, 1 1-15, 17-18, 20-24 and 26-51 are currently pending in this application. 
Claims 1, 7, 10, 16, 19 and 25 have been canceled. Claims 28-33, 37-39, and 43-48 have 
been amended. Claims 28, 37 and 43 are independent claims. 

Claim Objections 



3. Claim 33 is objected to because of the following informalities: "a button" (line 3) should 
probably read "a first button". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 2-3, 5-9, 1 1-12, 14-18, 20-24, 26-33, 35-39, and 41-51 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Birrell et aL (U.S. 6,029,192 - filed 03/1997) 
in view of Ozaki et al. (U.S. 5,991,798 - issued 1 1/23/1998). 

As to independent claim 37: 

a. Birrell teaches an electronic mail program (e-mail; colA, lines 21-31), a method 
comprising: 

(i) locating hypertext references in a plurality of electronic mail messages 
(colli, lines 54-63); and 

(ii) in response to a first command from a user displaying a first web page 
corresponding to one of the located hypertext references (colli, line 59- 
coll2 t lines 13) 

b. Birrell does not explicitly teach "in response to a next command issued by the 
user while the first web page is displayed, wherein the next command does not 
identify an electronic message or a hypertext reference, displaying a second web 
page corresponding to another of the located hypertext references that is next in 
relation to the hypertext reference to the first web page in an order of the located 
hypertext references predetermined by a preference of the user, without 
displaying the electronic message in which the hypertext reference to the second 
web page is located" 

c. Ozaki teaches in response to a next command issued by the user while the first 
web page is displayed, wherein the next command does not identify an electronic 
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message or a hypertext reference, displaying a second web page corresponding to 
another of the located hypertext references that is next in relation to the hypertext 
reference to the first web page in an order of the located hypertext references 
predetermined by a preference of the user, without displaying the electronic 
message in which the hypertext reference to the second web page is located 
(coll 5, lines 50-57 & Fig.21). 

d. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from Ozaki in the system of Birrell 
because it would have provided the capability for reading information from a 
WWW server, and displaying the information my using hyper text markup 
language. 

As to dependent claim 38: 

a. Birrell teaches displaying the electronic message (e.g., messages are normally 
displayed; colli, lines 54-63), but does not explicitly teach "iw response to 
another command issued by the user while the first web page is displayed, 
wherein the other command does not identify an electronic message or a 
hypertext reference, displaying a third web page corresponding to yet another of 
the located hypertext references that precedes the hypertext reference of the first 
web page in the order, without displaying the electronic message in which the 
hypertext reference to the third web page is located. " 

b. Ozaki teaches in response to another command issued by the user while the first 
web page is displayed, wherein the other command does not identify an electronic 
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message or a hypertext reference, displaying a third web page corresponding to 
yet another of the located hypertext references that precedes the hypertext 
reference of the first web page in the order, without displaying the electronic 
message in which the hypertext reference to the third web page is located (col. 15, 
lines 50-57 & Fig J 1). 

c. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from Ozaki in the system of Birrell 
because it would have provided the capability for reading information from a 
WWW server, and displaying the information my using hyper text markup 
language. 

As to dependent claim 39: 

It includes the same limitations as in claim 38, and is similarly rejected under the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claim 41: 

Birrell teaches in response to displaying the first web page (colli, line 59-coll2, lines 
13), deleting the hypertext reference corresponding to the first web page from the order 
(col 14, lines 3-4 and coll 5 1 lines 41-43). 
As to dependent claim 42: 

Birrell teaches in response to the locating, displaying a list of the electronic mail 
messages, including displaying in the list each located hypertext reference in association 
with an identifier of the electronic mail message in which the located hypertext reference 
is found (col 11, line 54-coll2, lines 20). 
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As to independent claim 28: 

a. The rejection of independent claim 37 above is incorporated herein in full. 
Additionally, claim 37 further recites "a message organizer the order the located 
hypertext references in an order predetermined by a preference of a user." 

b. Birrell teaches a message organizer (coL4, lines 16-19), but does not explicitly 
teach "order the located hypertext references in an order predetermined by a 
preference of a user." 

c. Ozaki teaches order the located hypertext references in an order predetermined by 
a preference of a user (Fig. 21). 

d. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from Ozaki in the system of Birrell 
because it would have provided the capability for reading information from a 
WWW server, and displaying the information my using hyper text markup 
language. 

As to dependent claim 2: 

Birrell teaches the message (col.4, lines 16-19) organizer further causes the electronic 
mail program to display a message field containing the hypertext references and a from 
field containing the sender associated with each of the hypertext references (col. 8, line 
66-col.9 t line 2/ colli, line 54-col.l2 f line 13). 
As to dependent claim 3: 

Birrell teaches the electronic mail messages are each selected from the group consisting 
of: a direct electronic mail message, and a newsgroup posting (col.l, lines 33-38). 
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As to dependent claim 5: 

Birrell teaches the message organizer orders based on the hypertext references and the 
sender associated with each of the hypertext references (col A, lines 16-24 /col. 11, lines 
38-53). 

As to dependent claim 6: 

Birrell teaches the hypertext references are uniform resource locators (e.g., URL; col. 12, 
lines 2-13). 

As to dependent claim 8: 

Birrell teaches a browser (e.g., Web browser; colli, lines 54-63) and wherein the 
message organizer is capable of employing the browser to view information associated 
with the hypertext references (colli, line 54-coll2, lines 13). 
As to dependent claims 11-12 & 14-15: 

They include the same limitations as in claims 2-3 & 5-6, and are similarly rejected the 
same rationale. 

As to dependent claims 17-18: 

They include the same limitations as in claims 8-9, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claims 20-24: 

They include the same limitations as in claims 2-6, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claims 26-27: 
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They include the same limitations as in claims 8-9, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claim 29: 

a. Ozaki teaches a button displayed along with the first web page whose actuation 
triggers displaying of the second web page (coll 5 lines 50-57 & Fig. 21). 

b. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from Ozaki in the system of Birrell 
because it would have provided the capability for reading information from a 
WWW server, and displaying the information my using hyper text markup 
language. 

As to dependent claim 30: 

It includes the same limitations as in claim 39, and is similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claims 31-32: 

They include the same limitations as in claim 29-30, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claim 33: 

a. Ozaki teaches a button displayed along with the first web page whose actuation 
triggers displaying of the web page corresponding to the hypertext reference that 
follows the one hypertext reference in the order and a second button displayed 
along with the first web page whose actuation triggers displaying of the web page 
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corresponding to the hypertext reference that precedes the one hypertext reference 
in the order (coll 5 1 lines 50-57 & Fig.21) 

b. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from Ozaki in the system of Birrell 
because it would have provided the capability for reading information from a 
WWW server, and displaying the information my using hyper text markup 
language. 

As to dependent claim 35; 

a. It includes the same limitations as in claim 41, and is similarly rejected the same 
rationale. Additional, claim 35 further recites "the message organizer." 

b. Birrell teaches the message organizer (e.g., organize mail messages; col.4, lines 
16-19). 

As to dependent claim 36: 

Birrell teaches responsive to the locating, for displaying a list of the electronic mail 
messages, including displaying in the list each located hypertext reference in association 
with an identifier of the electronic mail message in which the located hypertext reference 
is found (colli, line 54-coll2, line 13). 
As to independent claim 43: 

The rejection of independent claim 37 above is incorporated herein in full. Additionally, 
Birrell further teaches: 

(i) a message receiver (the messages were received; colli, lines 4-38 / the message 
has been received; coll 2, lines 38-44); 
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(ii) a message transmitter (send a message; col 14, lines 50-54) coupled to the 
message receiver; 

(iii) a message composer (compose begins a new message; col 14, lines 15-33) 
coupled to the message transmitter; and 

(iv) a message store (new messages are stored; colli, lines 29-38) coupled to the 
message composer. 

As to dependent claims 44-45: 

They include the same limitations as in claims 29-30, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependents claim 46-47: 

They include the same limitations as in claims 29-30, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claims 48-49: 

They include the same limitations as in claims 33-34, and are similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

As to dependent claims 50-51: 

They include the same limitations as in claim 35-36, and is similarly rejected the same 
rationale. 

6. Claims 4, 9, 13, 34, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Birrell et al. in view of Ozaki et al. as applied to claims 28 and 37 above, and 
further in view of McPhail (U.S. 6,742,030 - filed 1 1/1997). 
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As to dependent claim 4: 

a. Birrell teaches the message organizer (col.4, lines 16-19. The combination of 
Birrell and Ozaki does not explicitly teach "the hypertext references have 
associated viewing statues, identically marking viewing statuses of identical ones 
of the hypertext reference." 

b. McPhail teaches the hypertext references have associated viewing statues, 
identically marking viewing statuses of identical ones of the hypertext reference 
(e.g., those links which have previously been visited can be specifically highlight; 
col. 3, lines 10-14). 

c. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from McPhail in the system of Birrell 
as modified by Ozaki because it would have provided the capability for 
comparing the contents of a history table to hypertext links that are currently 
being displayed by the browser. 

As to dependent claim 9: 

It includes the same limitations as in claim 4, and is similarly rejected the same rationale. 
As to dependent claim 13: 

It includes the same limitations as in claim 4, and is similarly rejected the same rationale. 
As to dependent claim 34: 

a. Birrell teaches responsive to displaying the first web page, all hypertext 

references corresponding to the first web page in the electronic mail message 
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(colli, lines 54-63). The combination of Birrell and Ozaki does not explicitly 
teach "marking all hypertext references as having been accessed." 

b. McPhail teaches marking all hypertext references as having been accessed (e.g., 
those links which have previously been visited can be specifically highlight; col. 3, 
lines 10-14). 

c. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from McPhail in the system of Birrell 
as modified by Ozaki because it would have provided the capability for 
comparing the contents of a history table to hypertext links that are currently 
being displayed by the browser. 

As to dependent claim 40: 

a. Birrell teaches in response to displaying the first web page (colli, line 59-coll2, 
lines 13). The combination of Birrell and Ozaki does not explicitly teach 
"marking all hypertext references corresponding to the first web page as having 
been accessed." 

b. McPhail teaches marking all hypertext references corresponding to the first web 
page as having been accessed (e.g., those links which have previously been visited 
can be specifically highlight; col 3, lines 10-14). 

c. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include the feature from McPhail in the system of Birrell 
as modified by Ozaki because it would have provided the capability for 
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comparing the contents of a history table to hypertext links that are currently 
being displayed by the browser. 



Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 08/26/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Responsive to arguments set forth in Applicant's arguments, the Examiner has considered 
and replaced Williams reference with the new references as set forth in the rejection 
above. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Barrett et al. U.S Patent No. 5 5 727,129 issued: Mar. 10, 1998 

Peercy et al. U.S Patent No. 5,960,429 issued: Sep. 28, 1999 

Henning Schulzinne, "World Wide Web: Whence, Whither, What Next?", IEEE 
Network, 1996, page(s):10-17. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Maikhanh Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4093. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 9:00am - 5:30 
pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H Feild can be reached on (571) 272-4090. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Maikhanh Nguyen 
May 29, 2005 




